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AF HAVE: juſt now Kad Dr. cler 
last piece, in which his Friends 
0 expected great and wonderful 
Things, no leſs than the complent 
Orerthrow of all his Oppolers, 


of ns Truth of all thoſe Ariza Notions; which 
he had before publiſhed to the World with ne 
ſmall Confidenge. But he hath unfortunately 
baulk'd their Expectation, and made good 
Tha Nelſon's Wer of him, + - 00 
| hat he hath an f Artful way of ei- > 
ting Aut hors and N 15 Fe t- Butt Table 
al indeed, 3 in perverting their true Senſe and 
day Res and where the Matter will not bear 
Reply , he betakes himſelf to mere Eva- 
Hb s an ShufMing s. When he pleaſes, he puts 


no lefs than a freſh Demonſtestien 


off What is ſaid Saint him, by telling the 


Writer that he is Unintelligible, he doth not know 
what" be ſaith, which the Reader can't but ob- 
ſerve to be the common and ſet Anſwer; or 
rather Subrerfuge of the Doctor in this his laft 
Enterpriſe, though 1 * Words and Things bave 

been 


4 


deen well underſtood by the wiſeſt Men in the 
World; yet the Dr. pleads Ignorance : But the 


Meaning of this is, That he "prefers his own 
Underſtanding (or perhaps his Will rather) to 
that of the ableſt Judges in theſe Matters. He 
is a Man of great Parts, and never wants ſome- 


thing to ſay for himſelf, and for the Cauſe he 


eſpouſes, yea, though it be only in the way of 
bare Repetition, as may more. eſpecially be ob- 


ſerved in this his laſt Effort, where he plays 


his old Leſſons over again, and his Anſwer to 
the ſeveral Objections brought againſt him is 
the ſame that it was before: The Sum of all 
his reiterated Self- Contradictions, which he 
hath filled his Papers with, is, That tho' be confeſſer, 


that there is but only One True God, and that the 'the 


Son is truly and really God, yet the Son is not the One 
and enly Cod. Nothing can be more abſurd and 
idiculous than this, and yet this is that which 
— maintains in almoſt eve Page of his Wri- 
tings, and he applauds himielt for his Sinceritg 
and, Integrity in deſending ſuch contradictory 
Propoſitions. iti 2 5 | a 1 Horm 
I ſhall not enter into a particular Examina; 
tion of the ſeveral. Texts Which he comments 
upon, and are little more than tranſcrib'd out 
of the Commentaries, of Crellias, Scbliebringius 
Enjedinas, and other Polonia Bret hren. Nor wil 
it be expected that I ſhould. now; conſider thoſe 
Texts, and the Dr's Expoſition; of them, ſeeing 
1 have faithfully expounded all, on molt of them 


in my firit Volume of Theologis Reformara, (which 


% 


I requeſt the Reader to peruſe with ſome Dili- 


- 
2 


Dr. Clarke's Seripture- Doctrine (as he calls i of. th 
Trinity. I ſhall at preſent offer to the Reader 


gence) and in my late Remarks and Refle&ions 74 
f 


o 5 KITE | 
only ſome; ſhort Obſervations, on the Critical 
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Part of this Author's Undertaking, for he, as 
well as his Name-ſake, Monſigur Le Clere, pre- 
tends to Critic Art, and they both of them con- 
ſpire in making uſe of it to the ſame bad Pur- 
poſe, that is, to patronize the Arian and Socinian 
Whimſies. I believe I ſhall convince the Impar- 
tial Reader, that the Dr. is as precarious in his 
Critics, as in his Doctrinal Par. 

One Thing, (before I proceed) I wou'd have 
obſerved, that though in his Writings he pre- 
tends to be very ſmooth and inoffenſive in his 


Language, and talks of Meekzeſs and Charity, of 


Candor and Temper ; yet we know when his Lan- 
guage and Behaviour were very rough. In his 
Preface before his ſecond Set of Sermons a8 
Mr. Boyle's Lecture, he charges the Perſon who 
made ſome Remarks on his firſt Set of Sermons 
with Weakneſs, Impertinency, the greateſt Diſingenui- 
ty. in the World, Want of underſtanding Grammar, 
Immodeſty, Diſhoneſty, Nonſenſe, extreme Ignorance, 


great Malice. This is his expreſs; Stile, notwirh- 


ſtanding his late Boaſts of ſoft Language. And 
I appeal to the Reader, whether there be any 
Exceſs of Meekneſs and Charity in expoſing all the 


Churches of Chriſt, and repreſenting . them as 
Heterodox, and even Heretical, becauſe they 


own and profeſs the Divinity of the Son of God? 
1 beſeech him to reflect on the ſeyeral Papers 
which he hath ſent Abroad to deſtgoy the Catbo- 
lick Truth : Let him ſeriouſly, confider what he 
hath been doing all this while, amuſing and di- 
ſturbing the World with his wild Arian Notions, 
wreſting and corrupting the Holy Bible, con- 
tradicting the Senſe of the Catholioꝶ Church, and 
of. 18 Reverend Fathers of our own Church, 


abuſipg and depraying our excellent Liturgy, 
and perverting the Articles of our Religion. E 


wiſh, 


* 
* 
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 wiſtt'this learned Gentleman wou'd lay theſe 


Things to Heart, and think with himſelf; _—_ 
Occaſion he gives to the Patrons of Sceptici 
and Þfidelity ro triumph in their Cauſe, and: 8 
blaſpheme our Holy Religion, and the Bleffed 
Author of it. 
But let us come to Particulars, and m the 
birſt Place take notice, how eonſiſtent this Wri- 
ter is wien himfelf, when he attempts to fright 
us — embracing the Doctrine of the Friniiy, 
by telling us, that tis exprefs'd to us by ſuch 
Terms, as Nature and Eſſence, and the like, which 
are but Metaphyſical Jargon, and he can make 
Nothing of chem. Pag. 17. He fpeaks thus, The 


ori ¶ Nature] is 4 Metaphyſical Term, of great 


— and Obfeureniſe, and of no Vfe that I know 
in any Queſtion, but to introduce more Difficulties by 
Expreſſions, key are really" found in the Things 
themfetves. Again, p. 21. Nature and Effence are 

Metaphyſical Nene, which bave no real Exiſtence.” 
This may paſs among common Readers, for 
the Author's owh peculiar Notion, but they are 
to know, that hie borrowed it from Mr. Locke, in 
his Efay of Humane Under ftanlling; where he faith, 
We Lab not tbe Eſſencer of 'Things, Book III. 
Chap. vi. And again, There is nothing I have is 
Effemial to me. And he hath a whole long 
Chapter to prove; That we Eno nothi! = Sub- 
fance, Book II. Chap. xxiii. He mightily in- 
ſiſts on this, That chere is no ſuch Thing as that 

which we call Subſtance, if we take away t 
Accidents and Qualities which belong to it; it 
can't be a Subſtance if it be ſtript of theſe. 
_ yet, as Dr. Clarke, ſo this Gentletiiad doth 
s good as revoke what he hath ſaid; for his 
Words are theſe, \ Soy God hath created! a' Sub- 
3 ance; let it be; for Example, 2 ſolid dab 
no. 


1 
© Subſtance. Is God bound to give it, beſides 
Being, a Power of Action? That I think no 
© Body will ſay. He therefore may leave it in 
c“ A2 State of Inactivity, and it will be ,never- 
© theleſs.a Subſtance, for Action is not neceſſary 
ce to the Being of any Subſtance that God does 
© create. God has likewiſe created and made 
cr to exiſt de novo an Immaterial Subſtance, 
© which will nor loſe its Being of a Swbſtance, 


© tho' God ſhould beſtow on it nothing more 


** .but this bare Being.” ] Here now we ſee, 
that the Notion and Exiſtence of Subſtance, 
which he had denied before, are owned by this 
Writer, and he acknowledgesthat this remains, 
tho? without all Action and Qualities. 


In another Place, Book III. Chap. x1. he con- | 


feſſes, That tbe preciſe real Eſſence of the Things, 
which Moral Words ſtand for, may be n 
and ſo the Congruity or Incongruity of the Things tbem- 
ſelves be certuinly diſcovered. And is there not as 
good Reaſon to ſay the like concerning Natural 
Things, for without Doubt, the All-wiſe maker 
of all Things, gave them a preciſe real Eſſence or 
Subſtance, that it might be known by us in ſome 
meaſure, and that thence we may diſtinguiſh 


one Thing from another ? I adjoin this here, that 


the Judicicus Reader may take notice of the In- 
conſiſtency, and Self. Contradiction of both theſe 
Writers, and particularly of the eldeſt of them, 
whois imitated by the other. There is no Man 
denies him to be an ingenious and thoughtful 
Perſon, and of a very Philoſophick Genius, but 
he bath more raſh, unwary, and precarious Pro- 
poſitions in that Book before mentioned, than 
are to be found in any Author that pretends to 
write Senſe. Iwill tell the Reader my private 
Sentiment concerning it, leaving others of bet- 
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C8). 
detter Judgment to think as they pleaſe. It is 
the moſt fanciful Piece that ever was pen'd, 
though delivered all along with a ſeeming Air 
of Reaſon and Argument. It ſwarms with bold 
Amuſements and Chimzra's, with Philoſophick 
Cant and Gibberiſh of his own Invention. It 


is a Book calculated for the Propagation of 


Scepticiſm, and it ſlily undermines the very Foun- 
dations of Truth and Certainty : And accordingly 
it hath had this miſchievous Effect among our 


Youth and others, who have taken a Fancy to 


theſe Writings, becauſe of ſome novel Notions, 
which at firſt View were ſurpriſing and plauſi- 
dle. Our preſent Author the Dr. is one of thoſe 


that hath imbibed and ſuck'd in not a few of 


that Writer's Principles, and we ſee what comes 
of it. He makes uſe of that Writer's Notions 
to deprave our Holy Religion. He is perpe- 


tually crying out againſt Metaphyſical Terms, 


becauſe (as he complains) they bave no certain 
Signification. And yet you muſt know, thar all 
this is a mere Cheat, as I will demonſtrate from 


the Thing it (elf, and from his own Language 
and Confeſſion. 


Firft, The Matter it ſelf proves what I ſay, 
for no Man of Reaſon can talk againſt Meta- 
phyſical Terms in Divinity, when he conſiders 


that the Generality of the Attributes of God, are 


expreſs'd to us in ſuch Terms, as Self-exiſtence, 


In ency, Unity, Simplicity, Infinity, Eternity, 


Spirituality. I might mention Perſonality, Indi- 


viſibility, Identity. All which are Conceptions 


and Notions of a Metaphyſical Nature, as all 
the Learned know. Yea, the very Name of 
GOD is proper to Metaphyſics. . 


Bur 


* 
- 


But that which I am to add iti the next Place 
is, That Dr. Clarke himſelf uſes many of theſe 
Terms in his late Writings againſt the Trinity. 
Self. Exiſtence, and Self-Exiſftent are to be met 
with a hundred Times in thoſe Papers, and ap- 


ply'd to God the Father. Self- Exiſtence and Ex. 


iſtence, ſaith he, properly belong to Subſtances : Self 
Exiſtence therefore is a Primary, nay the moſt Eſſen- 
tial Attribute of the Divine Subſtance, or Eſſence, 
p. 229, 230. Self-Exiftence, and Nature, and Sub- 
ſtance (the ſame with Eflence) are very laudable 
Words with him, in the ſame. Place, where he 
faith, 'Self-Exifente' is an intrinſick, abſolute, and 


of all others the moſt eſſential Quality of the Subſtance; 
or Being to which it belotigs. If therefore the Chara- 


Fer of Self-Exifence' can't be comniunicated, it fol- 

lows neceſſarily, that neither the Nature (properly. 
and. ſtrictly ſpeaking) be communicated, Self Ex- 
; Fence: being the Principal Conftituent of that. Nature; 
or that which makes it to be that Nature which it is: 
Again, he is up to the Ears in Metaphyſics in one 
of his Sermons, preach'd at Mr. Boyle's Lecture, 
to be Self-exiftent, he ſaith, is to. exiſt by an abſolute 
Neceſſity, originally in the Nature of the Thing it ſelf, 
p. 23, 24. This Neceſſity is not Relative and Conſe- 


quential, but abſolutely ſuch in its own. Nature, p. 26. 


Supreme is the Atrribure that he inſiſts upon 
above all others, and uſes it above five hundred 
times in his Writings, beſides other Terms as 
Unoriginate, Unoriginateneſs, Self-originateneſs, Co- 
ordination, Sub-ordination, Co-equality, which. are 
Metaphyſic Words, as much as Nature and E. 
ſence. So that our Author bafffes himſelf, when 
he condemns Metaphyſical Notions and Expreſſi- 
ons, and yet makes uſe of them moft plentifully 
69 eſtabliſh his Hypotheſis. : 


B : And 
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And particularly as to the Words Nature and 
Eſſence, which he more than once diſliked and 
diſcarded, and had branded them with the Name 
of Metaphyſical Jargon (as was ſaid before) he 


is now friendly to them, and is pleaſed to ſay, 
that Chriſt is by Nature the perfect Image of God, and 


be is by Nature the Son of God, p. 199. tho he had 
ſaid before that Nature was an unintelligible 
Word. Having ſaid that a Perſonal Character is 
that which diſtinguiſhes that particular Perſon from all 
other Perſons; he adds, And what is this but the 
Eſſence of the Perſon ? p. 92. And yet this is the 
Man that had told us, that in Truth both the Word 
[Eſſence] it ſelf, and the Phraſe [In the Unity of 
the Divine Eſſence] are merely Scholaftic and Me- 
zaphyfical Terms, of very uncertain Signification, not 
once found in the whole New Teſtament, nor in the 
Ortbodox Fathers of the firſt Ages, nor in any part of the 

Articles or Liturgy of the Church of England, p. 28. 
In which few Words there are a great many 
Things ſaid by this Learned Writer, which he 
knows in his Conſcience are either alien from 
the Truth, or unadviſedly and impertinently al- 
ledg'd, for who would require that all the Words 
and Expreflions, which have been uſed by the 
Chriſtiam Church to explain the Doctrines of 
the Trinity, ſhould be found inthe New Teſtament ? 
And is not Dr. Clarke aſham'd to require ir, 
when he (as hath been ſhew'd before) makes 
uſe of ſeveral Words relating to the preſent 
Doctrine, which are not once found either in 
the Old or New Teſtament ? His darling Word 
Supreme, which he applies to God the Father 
only, is never mention'd in Scripture, as ap- 
plied to God. How unreaſonably then doth he 
call for Scriptural Words, fondly imitating herein 
his Friend Curcellzxe (adv, Mareſinum) who will 
| not 
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not allow of any Words but what are in Scripture 
expreſsly. But this Rigour is diſpleaſing even 
to ſome of his own Party, becauſe they find 
that other Words beſides thoſe that occur in the 
Bible are juſtly made uſe of by Divines, eſpe- 
cially when they are of the ſame Import with 
thoſe in Scripture. Thus in the preſent Caſe, 
It is certain, and 'tis enough to fatisfy any ra- 
tional Man, that Words equivalent to Eſſence are 
to be found both in the Old and New Teſta- 
ment. 
And is not the Unity of the Deity or Divine Eſ- 
ſence plainly expreſs'd in the New Teſtament, 
when our Saviour ſaith, I and my Father are one 2 
Joh. x. 30. Fuſtin Martyr is accounted by the 
Doctor an Orthodox Father, and tis certain that 


he was one of the Fathers of the firft Age, whoſe 


Words are theſe, * Mods & Teas - | 

oy >. \ 2 EY 3 7 The De Expo- 
voc), % Teids w Morel Neid), F cons Vier. 
Unity is underſtood in the Trinity, and © 


_ the Trinity is acknowledged in the Unity. Almoſt the 


ſame Words are uſed by him again. Clemens Alex- 
andrinus was an Antient and Orthodox Father, 
even by the Doctor's Confeſſion, and yet the 
Unity of the Divine Eſſence could not be expreſſed 
in plainer Terms by him than thoſe in his Pædag. 
lib. I. cap. 6. Eis jſp 6 Tov oxy Halde, is 3 & Tov be 
AY e, & mh Tedus "Ayer & Y v avre* And plenty 
of other Antient Fathers might be here produc'd. 


Among the 39 Articles of our Church, the very 


firſt hath theſe Words, In the Unity of the Godhead 
there be Three Perſons of one Subſtance. And yet our 
Author hath the Confidence to ſay, that there is 
no ſuch Phraſe (as he calls it) in any part of the 
Articles of the Church of England. And in the 
Collect for Trinity Sunday, our Church profeſſes 
to acknowledge. the Glory of the Eternal Trinity, aud 

2 | B 2 | in 
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zn tbe Power of the Diuins Majeſty to worſbip the 
Unity. How then can this Writer be fo Pre- 
ſumptuous as to endeavour to impoſe upon his 
Readers, and to make them believe that there 
is no ſuch thing mentioned in the Liturgy of our 
Church? By the way, it may be obſery'd, that 
tho' he writes againſt the Articles and Liturgy 
of our Church; yet he hath not read them with 
any Attention, yea, he talks as if he had 
never ſeen them. _ | 60 
And to refreſh the Dr's Memory, I deſire him 


to read theſe Words in his own Sermon at 


Mr. Beyles Lecture, p. 75. The Unity of God is an 
Unity of Nature or Eſſence. Again, he there men- 
tions the Unity of the Divine Nature. It ſeems. in 


thoſe Days, Unity and Nature, and Eſſence were 


good Words, and ſignified Something. Ten Years 
ago, before the Dr. dreamt of Arianiſm, ſuch 
Expreſſions were Orthodox, but now there is 
nothing but Heterodoxy in them. 

As for the Words Nature and Efſence, or Sub- 
ſtance, as apply'd to God the Father, and the 
other Perſons in the Trinity, who knows not 
that they were commonly uſed by the moſt Pri- 
mitive Fathers ? And our Church in her Homily 
for Whitſunday, Part I. ſpeaking of the Holy 
Ghoſt, ſaith, As for its proper Nature and Subſtance, 
it is altogether One with God the Father, and God the 
Son. I muſt remind the Dr. likewiſe, that he 
himſelf allow'd of theſe Terms in his Sermons, 
at the Boylean Lecture, where he ſpeaks of the 
Subſtance and Eſſence of the Self-exiſting Being, which 


though abſolutely, incomprehenſible to us ; yet many of 


the Eſſential Attributes of his Nature are ſtrictly de- 
monſtrated, p. 64, 65. where (tho' againſt his 
Will and his own Words) he owns that the Di- 
vine Eſſence is in ſome manner comprehended by 
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(61323 
us, for otherwiſe he could not tell what are the 
Eſſential Attributes of the Divine Nature. More 
plainly in p. 75. he acknowledges that hate wer 
exiſts neceſſarily is the One ſimple Eſſence of the Self- 
exiſting Being. But if the Dr. did not in ſome 
Degree underſtand what this Eſence is, how 
could he in any tolerable Senſe ſay, that 'what 
neceſſarily exiſts is that one ſimple Eſſence 2 We fee 
here, and in other Inſtances which the Doctor 
furniſhes us with, that Error is a perplexed 
Thing, and he that maintains it is wretchedly 
put to his Shifts : Sometimes he is willing to 
hearken to Truth, and even ſeems to approve 
of ic, and ſoon after this he renounces it, and 
flies out into Inconſiſtencies and Self- contra- 


dictions. | | 


In his firſt Book of Sermons, p. 80. this is one 
of his Propoſitions, which he lays down, The 
Self- exiſtent and Original Cauſe of all Things muſt. be 
an Intelligent Being: And yet he ſaith, p. 81. We 
know not herein Intelligence conſiſts, notwithſtand- 
ing which, in the following Pages he under- 
takes to prove, that there is and mult be Intel- 
ligence in ſuch a Being, and that tis a neceſſar 
Quality and Perfection. Some wou'd blu 
when they reflect on ſuch Management as this. 
So when he proceeds, and lays down this as an- 
other Propoſition, p. 100. The Self-exiſtent and Ori- 
ginal Cauſe of all Things is not a neceſſary Agent, but 
a Being endued with Liberty and Choice, he in what 
follows, makes Liberty to be of the Eſſence of God, 
tho” he had ſaid that his Eſſence can't be known, 
and that this being a Metaphyſical Term (as 
{everal others) is Inſignificant. Laſtly, in p. 193. 
he faith, Fuſtice, Goodneſs, and all the other Moral 
Attributes of God are eſſential to the Divine Nature, 
and yet in his late Writings, he declares he 

3 n enn 


(14) 


knows not what is Eſſential. Thus this Writer 
delights to contradict himſelf ; and his Sermons 
—_ his other freſher Papers claſh with one ano- 
I profeſs, I wonder that a Perſon of thoſe 
great Accompliſhments can force himſelf to of- 
fer ſuch Things to the Inquiſitive and Learned, 
and who expect at leaſt, that he ſhould not con- 
fute himſelf. | | 
If the Doctor, who hath a nice Ear, be of- | 
fended with the Word Eſſeutia, as not Latin and = 
| " Claflick enough, he may be pleas'd to inform 
1 himſelf, that the Word is uſed by Quintilian, In- 
ij  Pitwt. I. II. c. xv. I. III. c. vii. by Cicero, as we 
may ſee in Muretus lib. V. Variar. Lect. and by 
Macrobius in Somn. Scip. © 
Pug. 39. In his Commentary on theſe Words, 
13% Matt. xix. 17. There is none good but one, that is God, 
VI he obſerves that the Word [One] according to the 
Nl - nature of the Greek and Latin Language, [ ds, unus | 
1 mut of neceſſity ſignify One Perſon. Theſe are his 
| | expreſs Words, which are confuted by the 
14 learned Anonymous Author in his Remarks on Doctor 
Lil | Clarke's Scripture- Doctrine of the Trinity, for he 
Thi alledges, Gal. iii. 28. Ye are all One in Chriſt Feſws, 
N 0 | where ds is uſed for One Thing, not for One Per- 
ny g ſon, and conſequently the Doctor is miſtaken in 
Wt his Interpretation of the Word ds. Now it is 
wh ſurpriſing to obſerve how the Doctor ſtrives to 
. evade this. Notwithſtanding that he had ſtifly ö 
i's affirmed, that de always ſignifies a Perſon, and | 
i by no msans a Being or Thing, and tis ablurd 
j I | and ungrammatical, to render ds a Being or Thing, = 
1 
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yea, it can't poſſibly ſignify ſo; yet now he ace | 

knowledges, that if the Word ds could juftly be ren- | 

[ii der d Tone Being it wou'd ſtill amount to the ſame | 

18 - Thing, chat is, it wou'd fignify a Perſon, p. — | 
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But why then did Dr. Clarke ſhew himſelf-6 


615) 


earneſt in aſſerting, that ds denotes a Perſon 
only, and not a Thing, if they both amount to 
the ſame Signification ? If 5; can ſignify a Be- 
ing or Thing, all that he pleaded before to the 
contrary, is Self- contradictious and ridiculous: 
And by the by, take notice of the Impropriety 
of his Language, he faith, be affirms, that it can- 


not poſſibly be ſo rendered, confounding the Notion 


of Affirmative and Negative. x 389 

Afterwards, p. 46. it is remarkable, that tho? 
he had ſwagger'd for the Neceflity and indiſpen- 
fible rendering the Word «s ſo as to be under- 
ſtood of a ſingle Perſon, and not of a Thing; yet 


he owns, that when Theodoret and Tbeophylact in 


their Commentaries on Gal. iii. 28. expreſs: the 
Word «s by *, This is of the ſame Import, as tothe 
main of the Senſe, with the Apoitle's Word de, one 


Perſon. If it be ſo, why did he bluſter, and ve- 


hemently contend that ds is confined to a Perſon 
only? Obſerve again, when he had tried how 
to avoid that Text, Ye are all one in Chriſt, he 
adds, p. 44. Literally ſpeaking, the whole Number of 
Chrift's Diſciples can no more properly be called | one 
Thing] than [one Perſon ; | but Figuratively 
ſpeaking, they may as well be called one Perſon, as 


one Thing: And then he ſtops, whereas had he 
been ſincere, he wou'd have adjoined this, that 


Figuratively ſpeaking, they may as well be 


called one Thing, as one Perſon. But tho this is 


very true, yet he ſaw it wou'd not be for his 
Turn, and therefore he omits it. To ſpeak 
plainly, the DoQor, in the very Interpretation 
of that Text which he gives, and fancies to be 
pertinent, confutes himſelf, for he ſaith, Te are 
all one, is the ſame with Te are all one Body, and 
therefore 45 is meant of a Thing, not 4 ä 
or 
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for 2 Boch or Society of Men are not a Perſon, 


P. 41. That is a very precious Obſervation, 
that when in Engliſh ve ſe the Word [He,] 'tis 


; 7 ble thereby to mean a Thing or a Being in general, 5 


but only an intelligent Agent or Being, that is a Perſon, 
Our Tranſlators. of our Bible underſtood Engliſh, 
and yet you will find that he is ſpoken thrice of 
the wild Aſs, Job xxxix..7, 8. (this is one of the 
Doctor's intelligent Agents) of the Unicorn, v. 10. 


of the | Horſe, v. 21, 22, 24, 25. of Behemoth; 


chap. xl. v. 15, 17, 19, 21. of Leviathan, chap. xliz 
v. 35 4, 25, 27, 31, 32, 34. The Doctor ſtands 
to his Obſervation, and tells us further, p. 292; 
that ds expreſſes an intelligent Being, or Perſon only. 
But tho! he pretends to be well skill'd in Scrip- 
ture, I would have him conſult Exod. xxviii. 18. 
& M ds, one ro: Num. xxxi. 39. ds Yi, three. 

and one, that is, Aſſes, (ſome more of the 
Doctor's intelligent Beings: ) Joſ. xvii. 17. 2e dc, 
one Lot: Jer: xxiv. 2. 5 Ad- 5 ds, one Basket: 
oN ac, one Wheel, Ezek. i. 15. de d&, one Bread, 
x Cor. x. 17. «4 ds *x4s@- T6 nvxwrwr, Rev. xxi. 21. 
where dc, is ſpoken of a Gate, but I never heard 


that a Gate, or a Poſt of a Gate, is an intelligent 


Being, or Perſon, till the Doctor told us ſo in his 
Critical Obſervation juſt now mention'd. 

I muſt not omit. another very Critical Re- 
mark, p. 43. The Word [Perſon], ſaith he, is al- 
ways expreſſed. both in Greek and Latin by the Maſcu- 
line Adjective, and by it only; there being no other 


Word, either in Greek or Latin, by which it ever war, 


or can poſſibly be expreſſed. Here is a wonderful 
Overſight, in one that pretends to Grammatic 
and: Cricic Art : He avers, that even Women (for 
he will not I ſuppoſe deny them to be Perſons) 

are 


This then is exprefly giving up the whole 
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are expreſs'd by Maſculine Adjectives, and that | 
they can't be expreſs d otherwiſe. One would 


think, that he who talks thus, had never look'd 
into a Greek or Latin Writer, and had never known 
that when they ſpeak of Women, Nymphs, and 
Goddeſſes, &c. they uſe Female Adjectives. He 


might have likewiſe remember'd, that xa} 


Souls, is the Word for Perſons, in the ſacred Wri- 
tings of the Old Teſtament, as well as ſome- 
times in prophane Authors; yea, this Word in 
the Septuagint, is uſually render'd by us, Perſons. 

After all his Remarks about ds One, appro- 
priating it to a Perſon, not a Thing, we cannot 
but obſerve, that % as well as 4s, is ſpoken of 
a Perſon, which ſpoils all his Critics, wherein 
he labours to make qs and % inconſiſtent. See 
Gen. xi. 6, XXXIiv. 16. I Sam. ix. 3. XXV. 14. XXvVi. 


22. &y r TeesplH, Ijai. vi. 6. 


Nor can it be true, that Perſon is expreſſed by 
Maſculine Adje&ives only, and not by any Epithets of 
another Gender; for the Doctor himſelf owns God 
the Father, according to the Stile of Plato, to be 
*Avſoayaty, p. 91. And the Platoniſts call him T"Oy, 
0 @e 19 O, Oy Or, Ar ”Or, Tü ©aor, which laſt 
Epithet is the Word uſed in As xvii. 29. The 
Doctor indeed faith, They do this only when 
they confider God abſtratly; without Life, Action and 


Government, but this is a mere Fiction, and it 


never was in any one's 'Thoughts before. Plo- 
tinus and other Platoniſts call God, T5 % as well 
as T*ayalor Athanaſius quotes Dionyſius for ſay- 


ing, That the Father and Son, den 3:5 $59, 


tho' they are Two, yet they are one Thing, or 
Being. All this, proves the Vanity of the Dr's 
Remarks about Perſon, and more particularly his 
allowing it to be expreſs'd only in a Maſculine 
Form. And by the _ the very Word it ſelf, 
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© pgowT0!, which ſignifies a Perſon, either Man or 
Woman, 2 Cor. i. 11. is not in that Form. And 
ſurely the Dr. will not ſay, that the Word Per- 
ſona (which he ſo objects againſt) is a Maſculine 
Noun : And yet itſignifies Man as well as Woman, 
as Homo doth. It is uſed in this Senſe by Tully 
ad Atticum, where mea perſona is the ſame with 
ego: And perſonæ quædam, in one of his Philippics 
is equivalent with certain Men. Thus he uſes, 


the Word in his De Rhetorica, ad Herenn. and De 


Inventione, I. I. Quintilian, whois thought to be 
pretty well skill'd in the Propriety of Words, 
uſes it in the ſame Signification, Inſtitut. Orar. 
1. III. c. viii. 1. IV. c. i. l. IX. c. ii. Perſona in 
Celſus (Proem. I. I.) is homo. And ſo in the Digeſts 
1. I. De Statu hominum. Omne jus vel ad Perſonas per- 
tinet, vel ad Res, vel ad Actionet. We meet there 
with perſonarum ſtatus, and jus perſonarum ; and 
in twenty Places in the Digeſts perſonæ are ho- 
mines. 3 NB 
Pag. 79. In his Commentary on Gal. iv. 8. Ye 
did Service unto them which by Nature are no Gods, 
the Dr. aſſerts, That the Word quo in Scripture 
doth not fignify the Nature of Things, in the Metaphy- 
ſical or Eſſential Senſe of the Word, that is, it doth 
not expreſs to us what the Things are. But 
here again he fails in his Critics, and runs into 
a palpable Error, for he baulks the firſt and 
moſt proper Senſe of the Word gvos, which ori- 


ginally denotes the Eſſence or Subſtance of a Thing 


OT Perſon. "Oaws ι ον gos 00s aeye1eu, ſaith the 


great Philoſopher, Metapbyſic. I. IV. c. iv. quois % 


Gay Ove 18 mails, Nature, and the whole Subſtance 
of the Univerſe, are the ſame with Theophraſtzs the 
Philoſopher, he makes one to explain the other: 
With Heſychius qvois and de are ſynonymous. 


And 
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And this being the true and primary Notion o 
the Word, we can't but think that the Sacred 
Writers, when they have occaſion to uſe it, will 

reſent it to us, ſometimes at leaſt, in this Senſe. 
Thoſe Words of the Apoſtle ſeem to tend this 
way, The Gentiles do by Nature the Tbings contained in 
the Law, Rom. ii. 14. that is, they do them by vir- 
rue of thoſe nobler and ſuperior Faculties which 
God hath given them, and made them Eſſential 
to them as they are rational Creatures. I think 
it is not ſtraining of thoſe Words, We were by Na- 
ture Children of Wrath, Epheſ. ii. 3. to underſtand 
qUois, Nature, ina Senſe of the like kind, for 
by reaſon of Original Defilement, we were 
all of us liable to the Divine Diſpleaſure, as 
ſoon as we had the Nature and Eſſence of mere 


Men. Tho d O bois Juelcu, in Jam. 111. 7. be 


tranſlated by us, every kind of Beaſts, yet the proper 


and genuine rendering is this, the whole Nature of 


Beaſts, and theApoſtle here ſpeaks of the intrinſic, 
original and eſſential Nature of wild Beaſts. 
Thus the learned Dr. Hammond underſtands, by 


 quers duęlo, the Natural Faculty of theſe Creatures, 


and adds this, That dei, is ſcarcely ever taken 
for Kind or Sort, In 2 Pet. ii. 12. gx, and in 
Fude v. 10. quonos, are the ſame with eva by 
Nature, and denote in both Places the Natural 
Quality of brute Beaſts, which is Eſſential to 
to them. In Wiſd. vii. 20. qvoas Cow, the Natures 
of Animals are their Eſſential Properties, where- 
by they are diſtinguiſhed from all other Crea- 
tures, as the Context plainly ſhews, T* qvow 
aTwapſ 6 Owns Tos qulots, Philo de Mundo, i. e. God 
hath given to Plants their Natare, different from 
all other Beings. And as to other Authors, 
let that famous Critic be heard, Hein, oY 
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ad Nonn. cap. 6. Nibil eſt tam uſitatum quam ut ipſa 
rerum, qua id ſunt quod ſunt, Eſſentia, % +3 (ut Phi. 
loſophi loquuntur) d ro, qveis nuncupetur. Ita quon bd, 
aut quorv Tues 2308 ſemel Veteres, G ipſe Rex Philoſo- 
phorum dixit. So among the Latins, eſpecially 
Citero, the Word natura hath frequently this Sig- 
nification. 
Theſe ſeveral particular Quotations, or ſome 
of them at leaſt, are ſufficient to refute Doctor 
Clark's groundleſs Perſuaſion that the Word 
ois hath no ſuch Signification as the effential 
* 4: Gu. Natare or Being of Things or Perſons. 
| rt. Crit. And whe Mr. LeC! 33 
Pars 2. cap. 6, And When Mr. Le Clere, criticinng 
| on Gal. iv. 8. will have bb to ſignifie 
the Indoles, or Genius of a Perſon or People, he 
doth but confirm and corroborate the Senſe of 
the Word which I aſſign; In moſt of the Inſtances 
which he brings out of Authours he eſtabliſhes 
this Meaning. bo 
To do otherwiſe is to diſown the very Prime 
and Original Denotation of the Word, as I have 
1 ſhewed. * Þvo1s een itt T5 Tzpvxeras 
bans 4e 5 Rau, it hath its Name of Exiſting 
h * _ and Being, ſaith one of the Learned 
Antients. And accordingly it is empharically, 
„ „ and by way ot Eminence applied by 
JS Mx the 7 Primitive Fathers to the Su- 
eodoret, Ba- 7 4 
þ,Chryſoft;&c. preme and Eternal Being, becauſe 
of His tranſcendent Manner of ex- 
iſting. And the ſame is done by the Royal 
Philoſopher Antoninus, Lib. VII, & IX. where 
God is ftiled + rr oawy ge, and + ve ag G o ο 
quo. And here in the Text, when ic is ſaid 
that the Gentiies did Service unto them which by Na- 
ture are no Gods, it is implied that the true God is 
pos Hels, God by Nature; that is, by His very 
Eſſence and Being. „ i 


Hicrocles 


* 


6 

Hierocles underſtood this Word bi thus, as 
applied to God. Thoſe Words in Pythagoras s 
Verſes, "Eto db Orbe, thou ſhalt be an immortal 
God, he explains thus, Ov quou aIvald Os, not 
an immortal God by Nature (as he ſuppoſed Jupiter 
and the other principal Gods to be) but by an 
*Amolicoois, an adventitious Divinity, made b 
Man. And afterwards he uſes the Word Stone 
in the ſame Senſe; TI wiſh our Chriſtian Philo- 
ſopher had conſulted this Pagan one, before 
he commented on Galat. iv. 8. where the 
Apoſtle makes this the Difference berween 
the True God and the Falſe ones, that the 
former is God by Nature, and the latter are 


not. But whereas the Apoſtle blames the Gala- 


tians for doing Service, i. e. giving Worſhip to 
thoſe who by Nature were no Gods; Dr, Clarke and 
his Arian Brethren juſtifie their worſhiping of 
Chriſt, tho' they hold that he is not properly 
God by Nature, but a made God, 

P. 86. In his Commentary on 2 Pet. i. 1. he 
ſaith St. Paul never fails to confine the Word [ God] 
to the [| Father. ] Which no Man that had read 
the Apoſtle's Writings, would have vencur'd to 
pronounce, but this raſh Gentleman; for the 
Son is expreſly called God in Rom. ix. 5. 1 Cor. 2.8. 
1 Tim. iii. 16. Tit. ii. 13. Heb. i. 8. and ſome 
other Places. Again, in the ſame Place and 
Page, he ſaith, St. Paul never fails to confine the 
Word | Lord] to Chriſt, except in Citations out of the 
Old Teſtament, at leaſt hen ever both (i. e. God and 
Lord) are mentioned together. But this is confuted 
from 1 Thefſ. iv. 6. The Lord is the Avenger of all 
ſuch, and from 2 Cor. viii. 21. —— Not only in the 
Sight of the Lord, but of all Men. And from 
Heb. x11. 14. —— Without which no man [hall ſee the 
Lord, which is the ſame with ſeeing God, Matt. 


22) 


1 v. 8. and from Eph. vi. 7. as to the Lord, and 

not to Men; which very Words are in Col. iii. 23. 

and from Rom. x. 12. The ſame Lord over all is rich 

| unto all that call upon him; and he that will but 

1 make uſe of an Exgliſb or Greek Concordance, will 
be able to ſilence our Author. 

P. 94. In his Commentary on Rom. xi. 36. he 
ſhews himſelf no great Critick when he ſaith there 
3s no ſuch thing in the World as putting one Word for 
another, as particularly one Prepoſition for another, (as 
in the Inſtance before him.) This is very ſtrong 
and preſuming, and I believe the Learned 
Reader doth not expect I ſhould produce Inſtan- 
ces to confute it, for that would be thought Pe- 
dantick, and it would too notoriouſly upbraid 
the Forgetfulneſs of the Doctor, or ſomething 
worſe. All the Learned have agreed, that no- 
thing is more common in Sacred and Prophane | 
Writers, than to put one Prepoſition for an ; 

1 other.! | : - Bots 
P. 97. His perverting that Text, 1 Jobn v. 20. | 
| is very daring. The Words are, We know that the | 
Wt | Son of God is come, and hath given us an under- 
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ſtanding, that 'we may know him that is true : j 
And we are in him that is true, even in his Son 
Feſus Chriſt; This is the true God and Eternal 
Life. But the Doctor thinks fit, he ſaith, to read 
'' and underſtand the Text thus, | The Son of God is come, 
1 and hath given us an underſtanding that we may know 


il | the true God, that is, the Father, and we are in him 

1 that is True, viz. tbat True God, by or through bis 

i Son Feſus Chriſt. This, that is, the Father, is the True 
1 God, and eternal Life.] Though the Doctor knew, | 
1 or might eaſily have informed himſelf, that St. | 
i Hilary de Trinitate lib. vi. and St. Ferom. in Eſas. 
| cap. Ixv. and St. Auguſtine de Trin. lib. i. cap. 6: 


read it barely, * army, not Aut fy in the 
Greek 
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Greek Copies, as is plain from their citing this 
Text, yet this.Gentleman flies to an other Read- 
ing, meerly to fayour his pre-conceived Opini- 
on. And indeed we may obſerve it to be his 
grand Fault, as well as that of his Partiſans, that 
in this Controverſie they firſt fix their Opinion, 


and then they look out for Texts to back it, which, 


if they will not come of themſelves, they force 
into their Scheme, by adding to, or ſubſtracting 
from the Words in the Original, or by clapping 
what Senſe they pleaſe upon them. After this 
Rate the Doctor may inſert or change what 
Words he pleaſes in any Text, and then what a 
ſorry and precarious Book will the Bible be? But 
that which clears the Orthodox Senſe and In- 
terpretation of theſe Words which are now be- 
fore us, is, that 5 G , twice mentioned here 
by St. Fobn, is found in other places of this in- 
ſpired Penman, particularly appropriated to the 
Son, as in Rev. iii. 7. vi. 10. xix. 11. And Eter- 
nal Life is aſcribed to him not only in this Text, 
but in three others in this very Chapter, v. 11, 12, 


13. which plainly points out to us the Meaning 


of St. Jobn, when he ſaith, 37 ts» this (viz. 
the Son of God, who was immediately before- 
named) is Eternal Life, that is, is the Author of 
Eternal Life. So that the Reader cannot but 
ſtand amazed at Dr. Clarke s Confidence in altering 
this Text, when there is no Ground for it at all. 

P. 210. The Doctor is very unlucky in his At- 
tempts on 1 John v. 7. There are three that bear record 
in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, and 
theſe three are One. Where he with great Aſſurance 
tells us, that this Text is wanting in all the Ancient Her. 
ſions; and moreover, tis never cited in the genuine Works 
of any Greek. Father. Here we ſee this Writer comes 
reſolved to juſtiſie what the Socinian and oy 
254, re: 
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Brethren have told the World, that this Text is 


Spurious: But What he hath ſuggeſted is far 
from proving it; for firſt, it is a manifeſt Un- 
truth, that the Text is want ing in all the ancient Ver- 
fions, for pone but the Doctor and his Partiſans 
can deny, that that Copy which St. Cypriag had, 
was Ancient ; this Father's expreſs Words are 
theſe, Dixit Dominus [Ego & Pater unum ſumus] 
& iterum de Patre, & Filio, & Spiritu Sancto ſcriptum 
e, [Et bi tres unum ſunt] Lib. de Unitate Eccle- 
fizz. What can be plainer ? Tertullian likewiſe 


had a Sight of this Copy, or elſe he could not 


have referr'd to it, Adv. Praxeam, cap.xxy. Eftias, 
in his Comment on the Place, quotes Hyginus 
Biſhop of Rome, in the middle of the 24 Century, 
who in one of his Epiſtles cites thoſe Words. 
Athonafius in the Greek Copy, which was in his 
Time found this Text, as we ſee in his Diſputa- 
tion againſt Arius, and in another Place in his 
Writings: Fulgentius quotes it in his Reſp. ad 10 
Objection. Arianorum. As to the ancient Verſions 
which the Doctor ſpeaks of, the old Latin one 
is owned by the beſt Critics to be imperfect ; 
and they affirm the ſame of the Syriac. And as 
for the Arabic and Ethiopic,'they ſeem to be 
taken from the two others before mention'd. - 
As to what Dr. Whitby ſaith; That the Places 
cited from Tertulliaon and St. Cyprian, agree not 
exactly with the Words of St. John, ſeeing they 


ſpeak, De Patre, Filio, & Spiritu Santo, not of the 


Father, the Word, and the Holy Gho##, the Anſwer 
is obvious and eaſy, namely, That it was a very 
common thing with the ancient Fathers, to 
quote Texts of Scripture not verbatim, and in 
the expreſs Words which are in the Texts, but 
with ſome Variation; they accuſtom'd them- 
felves to keep to the Senſe and Meaning, tho' 

ap | they 
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they don't confine themſelves to the individual 
Words. The learned Heinſius, in his Exercitatio- 


nes Sacræ, hath taken the Pains to ſet before us 


ſeveral Inſtances of this out of the Fathers Wri- 
tings: Yea, it is well known, that the Evange- 
liſts and Apoſtles themſelves don't always quote 
the very Words of the Texts, which they cite 
\ out of the old Teſtament, but chooſe to uſe a Lati- 
tude, and give us rather the Import and Scope 
of the Places than the exact Term. 
„Again, the Doctor hath not proved the other 
Part of his Cavil, that the Greek Fathers never 
cited this Text, for the Words are quoted by Atha- 
naſius, an antient Greek Father, Lib. I. Dialog. ad 
Theoph. and there is is no Reaſon to doubt of 
the Genuineneſs of it. In ſhore, tho? the Doctor 
is very large in his Attempts, to render this 
Text ſuppoſititious, we can remit him to ſeveral 
Writers of our own and other Nations, who 
have amply vindicated theſe Words 
from Forgery. What the learned 
+ Doctor Hammond hath offered on 
this Occaſion, is worth our Conſideration, 
. Saith he, the ordinary Reading, hath the 
Authority of many Antient, and all, but one, 
printed Copies. 2. The Omiſſion may have been 
Caſual by the Error of ſome Scribe, who having 
tranſcribed in the Copy before him, as far as 
Ol. reds: dow 6 eiu yes, his Eye might by Error 
paſs to ver. the 8th. where the ſame Words are 
again repeated, and ſo leap over what is in the 
midſt, and immediately ſubjoin what there im- 
L mediately follows after, kaglugs vis W Th MM, &c. 
3. The Catbolieks had no need of making this 
Alteration, for their Cauſe is ſufficiently main- 
tained in other Places of Scripture, if theſe 
Words were expunged. 4. The Words are di- 
ſtinctly found in Cyprian, who wrote before Arius 
| D | 
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was born, and conſequently before the time, in 
which. there could be any Motive to have made 


this Inſertion. ] Thus this Excellent Writer. If 
the Reader pleaſes to conſult Dr. . Smith's: Miſ- 


cellanea; he will be fully ſatisfied, that the Ob- 
jections and Cavils againſt the Authentickneſs | 
of this. Text, are frivolous, and groundleſs. 
Dr. Mills, who hath largely treated on it, after 
a long Examination, owns, it to be genuine. 


This then remains a ſound and valid Teſtimo- 


ny for the Doctrine of the Trinity, for wheniict 
is laid, Theſe Three are One, the Meaning can be 


no other than this, That they are One and the 
{ame Deity. Three are not a Perſon; therefore a 


Thing or Being, not a Perſon, is here meant, 
namely the Godhead. And beſides, what Man 


of correct Thoughts can imagine, that, when 
St. Fobn ſaith, | T here are three that bear Record in 
Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, 
and theſe Three are One] a Unity of Conſent only is 
here meant, (which is the uſual Interpretation - 
of our Adverſaries) ſeeing all the Angels and 
Saints in Heaven, may be ſaid to bear record in 
this Senſe, they being One in Harmony and Con- 
ſent? Wherefore it muſt be ſome greater Un ty 


that is here meant, when the Father, Son, and 


Holy Spirit are declared to be Ohne. 
Pag. 28 3. The Doctor on that Paſſage, Rom. i. 
20. [bis Eternal Power and Godbead] aſſerts that © 
e6lus ſig ni ſies nothing elſe, but Divine Power or Do- 
minion, not the Subſtance of God. So likewiſe on 
that other Paſlage, Col. ii. 9. In bim dwelleth all 
the Fulneſs of the Godhead, he ſaich, the meaning is, 
the Fulneſs of Divine Power, Dominion and Authori- 
ty. For you muſt know, that this is a received 
Notion among all the Writers of the Party, that 
by the Godbead here, we are to underſtand God's 
Power. They all agree in this, and have not Eyes 
| 0 
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e 
to ſee, what a ſhameful Tautology they father on 
the Apoſtle, for according to their Interpreta- 
tion of the Place, the Words muſt. run thus { his; 
Eternal Power and Pommer] for Godbead, they ſay; is 
no other than Power. Dr. Clarke is very poſitive in 
this. Thus the Word del us always ſigni ſies, ſaith he, 
that is, it ſignifies not the Deity it ſelf, or che 
Eſſence and Subſtance of the Deity, but only the 
Power-and Authority of God. But if the Doctor 
had convers'd with the ancient Writers of the 
Church (as ſometimes he pretends to claim great 
Acquaintance with them) he wqu'd not have ſaid. 
always," but wou'd have chang'd it into ever, 
 and*he wou'd have acknowledg'd, that by S 
in thoſe ancient Writings, we are to underſtand 
the Godhead it ſelf, or the Eſſential Nature of 
God, as diſtinct from any Properties, tho nor 
ſeparated from them. So Sehe is taken in Athanaſi- 
158 Orations, T1 pov ty q, Jed hu ce, e 
acknowledge only One God- bead in the Trinity. Orat, 4. 
The Father and the Son are i & tj Jeoſuſi, one thing 
in the God bead. Orat. 5. And again in another 
Place, Ex dow 5. Tig % 6 IIaſue TH IIIA. Y Ti Tan 
s H $:9141@-, the Son and the Father are one thing 
in the Propriety of Nature, and in the Identity of one 
and the ſame Godbead. H 15 rid Seohig f Tanks Jedſ ug, 
the Godbead of the Son is the Godbead of the Father, 
and vice g f ning 1 
From Greg. Nazianzen we are fully informed, 
What 61s ſignifies, la w Tols ci Sedus, there: 55 
one Deity in the three Perſons, Orat. Ig. Kowly Hag wp 
Ti » Al Trwual' 5 Jed ius, It is common to the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Gho#t 10 be One Deity, Orat. 2. 
Ilegouursphe Halte & T Y Amor Hv, Tas 99 T e 
rag Nog, erde 3} Th Heshula, We wo ſhip Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, diſtinguiſhing -their Properties, 
but uniting tbeir Divinity. Orat, 29. "ET ag/s Ses, 
toe three are One in reſpect 8 their Divinity, Qrat. 30, 
| | AF | Acer 


mon to the Three.  Orat. 40 EY 
Greg. Nyſſen, Orat. x2. uſes the Word de ſo, and 
in the like manner doth Damaſus, in one of his 


Andes $r01ng,. the undivided Deity, is attributed to 
the Three Perſons.” Ora 32 xowtr , 4, fr, 4 
Sees, The Deity is the that one Name which is com- 


Epiſtles cited by Theodoret, Hiſt. Eccl. l. III. c. 17. 
And another ancient Author mentions, Th ua, 
Teidds & fur dec hui ld H See Balſamon. Collect. 

Thus che Word is taken, and no otherwiſe, in 


Bafil the Great, | Epi##. 80. and Lib. Adv. Eunom. 
cap. xv. in Cyril. Alexand. in cap. xiv. S. Fohan. in 


Epiphan. in Ancorat. Mig eggoxurio nafeivepls pudy ae1o- 
uF65aro deb ria, We Worſhip with the ſame Ado- 
ration, one Deity, ſubſiſting in Three Perſons, 


- Homil. 140. Tom. 5. I will conclude with Theophy- 
lat, Orous TOY ,- 25, 5 Jtoſus, The Name of the | 


Three is One; wiz. the Deity. In Matt. xxviii. 
Thus it is evident, That Seins, which is the 
Word that St. Paul uſes in the aboveſaid Texts, ſig- 
nifies the Deity it ſelf : And the Eternal Power and 
Godhead in one of thoſe Texts, is the ſame with the 
Eternal and Powerful Godhead ; of which kind of 
ſpeaking, Grotius and Hammond, as well as others 
that have paraphraſed on the Bible, have given 
us above an hundred Inſtances. Notwithſtanding 
this the Dr. is peremptory, that Secu never ſig- 
nifies the Subſtance or Eflence of God, or God 
himſelf. Yet Divinitas is the Word that even 
Tully makes uſe of to ſignify God himſelf, de 
Divinatione, lib. II. Some Perſons will make no- 
thing of hazarding the Repute of their Learn- 
ing, ſo they can but broach their Opinion. 
The Doctor tells us further, that 91»5 fignifes 
ip iy ſame manner as avgurouc ; and "tis as great an 
Abuſe of Language to ſuppoſe | heohus the Deity or Divini- 
, That is, the ue God to ſignifi the N 
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fanceof God, as it would be to underſtand [Eilgwrrslngs 


Manhood] to fignifie the - Subſtance, of Man. But 
here, as before, he ſhe ws how unacquainted he . 


is, both with the Propriety of Language, and 


the Senſe of the Antient Wri- * Clem. Alexand. 
ters, for «wewrol15 in the Fathers Padag. l. 1. c. 3. 
Writings, is the uſual Word to Ori. Alexand: 
expreſs the Humane Nature or Tbeſaum, Kc. 


| Subſtance of the Man Chriſt. In Nicepborus Con- 
ſtant inop. Act. Epheſin. are mentioned voia bed 


T5 Ye, the different Natures of the Deity and 
the Humanity. In the Council of Chalcedon it was 
Synodically determined, that the Son, in re- 


ſpect of us, is ινν . xa] alfa rd lulu, as in reſpect of 
the Father he is ji - u hed h · So that the 


Doctor is miſtaken in his Notions about both 

the Words be and dg dus, and it is manifeſt, that 
tis a meer Fiction of his own, that «leeds. ſig- 
nifies the Quality of a Man; whereas in Truth, 


it is a Theological Word, and ſignifies the Na- 
ture and Eſſence of Man, which the Son of God 


took upon him. Thus he lets us know, that he 
is a Stranger to thoſe Authors who make uſe of 


theſe Words: Such as theſe are no very Scholar: 


like Attempts. | 


P. 284. The Doctor would perſuade us, that 
the Word Oebs God, hath in Scripture a Relative Conſi- 
deration, and not an Abſolute one, that it no where 
ſignifies the Being or Eſſence of God, but is only. 


a Name of Office. The Word [ God] in Scripture, 
faith he, is always a Relative Word of Office, p. 290. 


The obſerving Reader muſt needs wonder at this 


ſtrong Confidence, when he knows he can in- 
fallibly prove from a vaſt Number of Texts, that 


the Word God is not a Relative, but an Abſolute 
Term; not a Word of Offce, but of Eſſence and 
Nature. Gen. i. 1. In the beginning G OD created 
ihe Heaven and the Earth ; ver. 2. Gop moved on the 
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Face of the Earth ; ver. 3. Go o ſaid, let "there be 
Light ; ver. 4: GO D ſaw'the Light —— Gon» 
divided the Light ;'ver. 5. Go p called the Light, Day; 
and in one and twenty Verſes more of thar Chap- 
ter, where nothing of Offce is ſo much as hinted 
at: Go bp is mentioned only as a Creator: But 
ſurely the Dr. will not ſay (though he had ſaid 
many odd Things) that Creation is an Office. 
In fourteen Verſes in the next Chapter, there 
15no Reference to any Office; and *tis obſervable 
that Jebovab is joined with Elobim in this Chap- 
ter, to explain, as twere, the Notion of Go p, 
and ſignifie that "tis an Eſſential Word. Who. is 
there, beſides Dr. Clarke, that will preſume to 
fay, that Go p is a Name of Office in theſe fol- 
lowing Texts? Gen. xxi. 23. The everlaſting Gop. 
Deut. XxXxiii. 27. The Eternal Go p. 2 Sam. vii. 22. 
eber is there any G © p beſides thee. 2 Kings 
XIX, 15. Thou art Go p, even thou alone, 2 Chron. 
XXXV1. 23. The Go p of Heaven. Pſal. x. 4. Go D 
3s not in all their Thoughts, Eccleſ. v. 2. Go p is in 
Heaven. Tai. xiv. 22. I am Go p, there is none 
elſe. Wai. xlvi. 9. Iam GoD, and there is none 
elſe; Iam Go p, and there is none like me. Joh. iv. 
14. Go o is a Spirit. As vi. 19. He hath ſpoken 
Maſpbemous Words againſt Go D. Acts x. 33. — 
all: preſent before G o b. Rom. ii. 11. There is no re- 
Ipect of Perſons with Go p. Rom viii. 7. The car- 
nal Mind is enmity againf} G 0 D. Rom. xvi. 26. 
The Everlafting G ov. Gal. i. 20. Before G o 
Ihe not. Gal. iii. 20. Go D is one. Rev. Xii. 10. 
—hbich accuſed them before G o D. If I had a 
mind to overwhelm the Doctor, I could pour in 
upon him Hef. xi. 9. I am Go p, and not Man; 
where the Term God cannot with any Shadow 
of Reaſon, be thought to be a Word of Office by 


any, but thoſe that are ſo weak as to think that 


7 


Man, here, is a Word of Office. And ſeveral 


. other 


other Places of Scripture might be produced to 
convince the Doctor (if he would he convinced) 
of the Error and Raſhneſs of his Affection, That 
the Word [G o D] in Scripture, is always 4 Relative 
mord of Office, ,s Allee n ning ar 
Beſides, it might be ſhewed, that this is a range 
and «naccountable Notion, worthy indeed of a 
Man that is exploding one of the moſt Funda- 
mental Articles of our Holy Religion. He at- 
tempts to prove the Name G o p to be a Title of 
Office, becauſe tis a Name of Power and Domini. 
on; but doth he not know, that Simplicity, Spiri- 
tuality, Wiſdom, Goodneſs, &c. are included in the 
Name of Go p, as well as Power and Dominion 2 
And moreover, theſe Divine Properties belong 
to the Nature and Eſſence of God, for he cannot 


exiſt without them: How then can Dr. Clare 


aſſert that O is not a Name of Nature or Eſſence? 
Beſides, this Language is contrary to that of the 
Primitive Fathers, Oeòs aroun Ovoias i the 
Name of Go p denotes the Eſſence, Greg. Nyſſ. adv 
Græcos. ®vatws Lend 52 T9 1 ec (2. e. Oes ) 
3rope, the Name of Divinity expreſſes the Nature of 
God, Baſil. Epiſt. 80. Otis % T2 N %% Quotos 
ou, ws AvSewn@>* ©tog 50 v2 6 buny EX wv quon, = Ahe 
7@ 5. de The Name God ſignifies the com- 
mon Nature of the Deity, as the Name | Man] 
ſignifies the common Nature of Man: For Gop 
is he that hath the Divine Nature, and Man is 
he that is endued with the Humane Nature. 
Damaſc. Ort bod. fid. I. III. c. 11. We ſee then what 
little Foundation the Doctor had for declaring 
that God is a Name only of Office, and not of 
Eſſence. JIE. | | 
This Writer ſhould have remember'd that there 
are three Names given unto God, and by God 
himſelf, in Scripture, which expreſs his very 
Being, and Eſſential Nature, The firſt is Te 
whic 
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which therefore by hora abb is called 
a Name of Eſſence) and it hath been obſerved: by 


the Learned, that the LXX render this Hebrew 


Name by the Greek. Kreis, which, if we conſult 
the primary and genuine Origination of the 
Word, exactly Anſwers to the Hebrew one, for 
Keie is from uf, the fame with du, or 6rdexar. 
See the Learned Biſhop Pearſon's Critical Notes 
on the Word Ke in his Expoſition of the 2d 
Article of the Creed. The next Name is Fab, 
which is the Name Jebovab contracted, and ſig- 
niftes Eſſence, as that doth. The third is Ebejeb, 
Iam, Ex. iii. 15. render'd by the Septuagint 5 d., 
and explained by iv 5*Qr, to which proper 
Name of God, it is likely our Saviour alludes 
when he faith, Before Abraham was, ih um I am, 
John viii: 58. "Thus we ſee that i in three of God's 
Names, his Efence and Exiſtence are ſignally con- 
tained, and we ought to take notice of it now 


more eſpecially, when we are treating of the 


Sacred Trinity, where we ſhall find this notice to 
be very pertinent and uſeful ; for the Divine 
Being and its Exiftence (expreſſed and repreſented 


to us in thoſe forementioned Names) are of a dit- 
| ferent Nature from all others. 


And truly, if the Scriptures did not 1 us, 
yet our Reaſon would, that the Exiſtence of God 


is more Excellent than that of any Creatures 


whatſoever. A Neceſſary Exiſtence belongs to Him 
alone, who exiſts by the Tranſcendent Excellen- 
cy and peculiar Eminency of his own Nature. For 
the Divine Nature being Infinite, hath all Per- 
fections in it, and therefore an Infinite and Per- 


fect Being, muſt neceſſarily Exiſt, this being the 


Foundation of all his other Excellencies. Fur- 
ther, as God exiſts by a ſimple Neceſſity of Na- 
ture, which is in himſelf, not in any Cauſe of him, 


becauſe there is . and tis impoſiible there 
T | ſhould 
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ſhould, ſo his Being is different from that of an 
others, in reſpect of its Fecundity, and Plenitude, 
whence it is that the Divine Eſſence neceſlarily 
diſplays it ſelf in three diſtinct Subſiſtencies. This 
gives us the Notion of the Holy Trinity, and renders 
it Rational and Accountable, becauſe the Being 
and Nature of God, are ſuppoſed to excel and 
ſurmount all others. If this one Thing were duly 
thought of and confider'd, it wou'd ſoon recon- 
_ cile us to the Doctrine of the Trinity, which at 
this Day 1s ſo vilified by ſome Men, and even 
by thoſe who pretend to a greater ſhare of Rea- 
ſon than others. But I requeſt theſe Perſons to 
exert their Reaſon here, and to conſider that it is 
Congruous and Equal, that that Being, which 
is infinitely above all others, ſhou'd differ from 
them inhis Manner of Exiſting, as well as in other 
Points. His ſingular and tranſcendent Nature, 
requires that it ſhould have this diſtinguiſhi 
Property. This of neceflity follows, from our 
Conception and Idea of the Divine Nature. Our 
Reaſon, as well as our Religion, diſcovers this 
to us. We may Logically infer from the ſingular 
Dignity and Eminency of the Divine Being, that 
he is not like other Beings as to his Exiſtence. 
Our natural Apprehenſions of it will induce us 
to think, that this is much different from that of 
finite and created Beings, for theſe ſubſiſt ſingly, 
and have nothing more in their Nature ; bur the 
Pregnancy and Exuberancy of the Divine Eſſence is 
ſuch, that it can't poſſibly exiſ# alone, it can't be 
included in One Perſon, but neceſſarily produces 
a Divine Iſſue and Off ſpring. It is the matchleſs 
pace © ws the Divine Nacure of the Su- 
preme Being, to reſide in more Perſons than one, 
and this proceeds from his Infinite Perfection. Hence 
we cannot think it impoſſible, or.diſagreeable ro 
our rational Arguings, that there is a Plurality 


A of 
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of Perſons in the Godhead. It is the unparallel'd 
Nature of the Eternal Spirit or Mind, to diftri- 
bute it ſelf into three Hypoſtaſes or Subſiſten- 
ces, and yet the Unity and Sameneß of the Infi- 
nite Mind remains entire, which muſt needs be, 
becauſe the Eſſence of the Three Perſons is indivi- 
ſible, and the very ſame. - 

Even Plato and his Followers, by the light of 
Nature, aſſerted a Plurality in the Deity, a Tri- 
nity of Divine Perſons. Numenius, Plotinus, Ame- 
lius, Porphyrius, Proclus, own this Doctrine. Porphy- 
rius particularly tells us, axe mew! vrouorwy Thy Oels 
eeoabdr golar, the Subſtance or Eflence of God, 
proceeds and propagates it ſelf unto three Per- 
ſons or Subſiſtences. And I doubt not but the 
common Notion of the Gentile Poets, that the Su- 
preme God Fupiter, had other Gods generated 
and produced by him, had its Riſe from this. I 
recommend theſe Thoughts to the Reader, and 
hope they will be of good Ule to him in the pre- 
ſent Matter we are concern'd in. The Words of 
a late very learned and thoughtful Writer are re- 
markable : [The Chriſtian Trinity, ſaith he, tho? 
it hath very much of Myſtery in it, yet is there 
nothing at all of plain Contradiction to the un- 
doubted Principles of human Reaſon, that is, of 
Impoſſibility to be found therein] Dr. Cudworth, 
Intell. Syſt. cap. iv. 

Let us therefore as we are Men and Ratio- 
nal Creatures, but much more as we are Chriſtians, 
and inſtructed by Divine Revelation, aſſert this 
Catholick Doctrine, and explode the contrary 
one, which hath been lately reviv'd by Dr. Clarke, 
who hath diſtorted and depraved all thoſe Texts 
of Scripture, on which the Doctrine of the Trinity 


ijsgrounded, and hath miſinterpreted the Writings 


of the Fathers which look that Way. By ſuch un- 
lawful Arts he hath labour'd to deſtroy the true 


3 and 


1 

and proper Divinity of the Son of God, and of the 
Holy Ghoſt; he boldly aſſerts, that the Father is 
the only Supreme God, and that the other two 


Perſons are leſſer and inferior Deities, but can't 
poſſibly lay claim to the Divinity, properly ſpeak- 


ing. To have heard this from Poland or Tranſylva- 
nia, or even from Amſterdam, where the Name- 
ſake of this Author hath ſpread his Poiſon, had not 
been ſtrange : But that a Prieſt of our own Church 
and Communion, and who had ſolemnly ſubſcrib'd 


to her Articles of Religion, ſhould proclaim this 


Doctrine to the World, is amazing and aſtoniſh- 
ing, That any profeſs'd Divines of the Church of 
England, That Church which hath been ſo famous 
for her Orthodoxy, That Church which hath 
juſtly merited to be ſo often ſtiled the Bullwark 
of the Chriſtian Faith; that any Divines, I ſay, 
of this Church, ſhould publickly renounce the 
Catholick Faith concerning the Holy Trinity, and 
particularly concerning the Divinity of Chriſt, 
15 above all Apprehenſion, ſurpriſing and won- 
derful, and equally ſcandalous and reproachful. 

1 will then conclude, with ſome Part of the 
Character of the learned Author, whoſe Writings 
I have been animadverting upon. He, by de- 
nying the proper Divinity of Chriſt, hath 
renounced the Faith which hath been profeſſed 
in the Chriſtian Church near theſe 1700 Years, 
He hath thrown aſide the Articles of Chriſtianis 
ty, which have been owned by the bleſſed Mar- 
tyrs and Saints thro' all Ages. Thus far he 
hath relinquiſh'd his Mother the Church of Eng- 
land, and hath taught others to ſeparate from her, 
He maintains the Doctrine, which inevitably in- 
troduces Idolatry into the Chriſtian World, even 


the Idolatry which is of the ſame Nature with 


that of the Pagans, who pretended to One Supreme 

God, and other Inferior and Subordinate one's. And 

further, if the worſhipping Li 4 Creature be Idolatry, 
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cas moſt certain it is) then the Dr. cannot clear 
himſelf of being of an Idolater, for he holds that 
the Son is a Creature, and yet contends that Di- 
vine Adoration is to be paid to him. I heartily 
requeſt our learned Author to conſider, whether 
he can find any Satisfaction and Comfort in ſuch 
a Character as this. £4 | 


FUSISCRIPT. 
HAD obſerv'd before, that twas Dr. Clarke's 
Notion, that [God] is a Relative Word, and a 


wy Word of Dominion and Power. I have ſince found, 
Wt. hat this is borrow'd from Crellizs, De Deo ejuſq; 
a | Attributis, Cap. xiit. who ules the like Inſtances to 
84 prove it that the Dr. doth. * In the ſame Place, 
4 rellius affirms, Dei vox Poteſt atis imprimis & Impe- 
1 rij nomen eſt. But further, I have found, that 
14 6 our Celebrated Philoſopher and Mathematician, 
11 (Sr Iſaac Newton, hath taken up theſe odd Notions 
+ arthe end of his Philoſeph. Not. Princip. NMatbemat. 
i | Edit. ult. pag. 482. Deus eft vox Relativa : — Dei- 
. tas eſt Dominatio Dei, ſaith he. It is remarkable, 
5 that theſe Words and what follows were not in 
it | the firſt Edition; but Sir Iſaac and Dr. Clarke; ha- 
15 ving lately conferr'd Notes cogether (as it is 
; Mi thought) they have addedthem in the new Edi- 
21 tion, tho they are brought in there over Head 
1 and Shoulders: However, it ſeems it was agreed 
1 upon, that Sir Iſaac ſhould appear in favour of 
1 thoſe Notions which Dr. Clarke had publiſh'd. 
14 Becauſe it will be ſome Satisfaction to the in- 
1 quiſitive Reader, to ſee the whole Paſſage ſet 
4} before him. to which the forecited Words belong, 
11 I will prefent him with it both in Latin and Eng- 
WI bf — eſt vor relati va, & ad ſervos refertu; 
4 [Heirat] eſt ominatio Pei, non in corpus eie: 


CHI 
fed in ſervos. [Deus Summus] eff Ens æternum, anfs- 
nitum, abſolute perfectum, ſed Ens utcunq; perfettum 
ſine Dominio, non eſt [ Dominus Deus]. Dominatio 
Entis Spiritualis Deum conſt Htuit : vera verum; ſumma, 
ſummum; ficta, fictum. That is, God is a Relative 
© Word, and hath Reference to Servants. : And 
© the Deity is the De«minion of God, not on his 
* own Body, but on Servants. The Supreme God 
© is an Eternal, Infinite, and abſolutely Perfect 
Being; but a Being tho' never ſo Perfect, with- 
© out Dominion, is not Lord God It is the Do- 
minion of a Spiritual Being that makes 4 God. If 
* this Dominion be true, it makes a True God; 
© if Supreme, it makes a Supreme God, if Falſe 
© and Counterfeit, it makes a Falſe God. 

Who wou'd have thought, that ſuch wild Jar» 
gon as this, could come from the Pen of ſo great 
a Man, and of ſo ſubact a Judgment as Sir Jaa 
Newton, who hath juſtly mericed the Applauſe 
of the learned World, for his admirable Efforts 
in Natural Philoſophy and Mathematics ? I could 
not apprehend what he meant by thoſe Words, 
The Deity is the Dominion of God, not on bis own Body, 
but on Servants, and therefore I conſulted ſome of 
the Learned about the meaning of them; but I 
found that they could not reſolve me, and eſpe- 
cially they could not tell what Sir a, means, 
by God's Dominion not on his own Body. It is plain 
here, that he attributes to God 4 Body, and a 
proper Body; but how is this conſiſtent with what 
he ſaith of God in the very next Page, Corpore 
omni & fignra corporea deſtituitur ? If God hath no 
Body, nor bodily Shape, why then doch this 
learned Writer talk of proprium cvrput, and ſay 
= God hath not Dominion over this his own 
Body: 

We are not to account for Contradictians and 
Ingonliftencies in the Writings of thoſe Peron 
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7 kave eſpouſed unaccountable Paradoxes; 


but I will try to give ſome light to the Reader 
about this ſtrange Language of our learned Kt. 
+ H 7% za One might think he hath a fancy 
DIR, Oed 281. for P hilo's Opinion, T That God 19 
Leg. Allsgor. the Soul of the World, and accord- 
El : ingly the World is God's Body: 
But then how can it be ſaid by our Author, that 
God bath not Dominion over this Body, when as he 
doth not deny the Providence of God, and his 
Sovereignty in the World ? May he not be 
thought to encline to Conradus Vorſtius's Opini- 
on, who attributed to God a Corporeal Subſtance ? 
De Deo & Attrib. Or doth not Sr. Iſaac ſeem to 
approach to Spinoxa s Conceit concerning God, 
who mixes him with Matter, and ſometimes 
fcarcely diſtinguiſhes him from the Body of the 
Univerſe ? Or may we not think that our Au- 


thor's Notion is a kin to that of Mr. Raphſon, 


That the Infinite Extenſion is God? which ſeems to 
have been alſo the Apprehenſion of Dr. H. More, 
who in his Enchiridion Metaphyſ. gives this Extenfi- 


en all the chief Attributes that belong to Gad. 


Perhaps this is related to the Infinitum Senſorium, 


which Sir Iſaac ſaith belongs to God, and in 


which he moves all Bodies as he pleaſes, as the Soul 
that is in Man moves the Members of his Body. Optic. 


p. 346. and ſo he holds, that Organs of Senſe and 


Motion belong to God, as well as to Man. After 
all theſe Conjectures, this is certain and unque- 
ſtionable, that he holds God 10 have a Body, 
which is Unphiloſophical enough, as well as 
Untheological. 

But be hath not Dominion on bis own Body, but on 
Servants; ſo that we learn from Sir Iſaac, that 
God's Body is Free and not Servile. A very pre- 


 cious Diſcovery, if any Man could underſtand it, 


He 


a „ 

He tells us next, That the Supreme Gad (which 
is the Epithet that all the Arians and Socinians 
uſe, to diſtinguiſh the Father from the Son, who 
they hold to be an Inferior God) is Lord God, be- 
cauſe of his Dominion, for tis this Dominion that 
makes bim a God. But why is this Attribute choſen 
out before all the. reſt, to conſtitute a Deity? 


One wou'd think, that Goodneſs, Holineſs, Merci- 


fulneß and Benignity, ſhould have had the Pre- 
cedence. Even among the Pagans, Optimus was 
placed before Maximus. Beſides, this Author 


ſhould take heed, how he urges this Notion of 


Dominion, as abſolutely neceſſary to conſtitute 
the Deity, leſt he deny the Erernity of God, for 


God cannot properly be ſaid to have had De- 
minion, when there was nothing to poſſeſs, or 


to claim Propriety to, for Poſſeſſion and Propriety 
belong to Dominion, as Law and Reaſon rightly 
determine. This being certainly true, it fol- 
lows, that Deus and Dominus were not always 
convertible; God had not Dominion, when 
there. were none to have Dominion over. He 
was no Lord, when he had no Servants. | 
Further, what conſidering Perſon wou'd place 
the Eſſence of the Deity. in Dominion, and baulk 
his other Excellencies, when the Plea of Domi- 
nion or Lordſhip hath been of little Account, 
even among Men ? Whence it was, that Dominus 
was a Name that was not in Credit at Rome, in 
the Days of the firſt Emperors. Augu tus and 
Tiberius refuſed to be called Lords, as Suetonius in 
their Lives tells us. The Title was rejected by 
Alexander Severus, as Lampridius in his Life ac- 
quaints us. For Deſpotic and Sovereign Power, 
was generally attended with Tyranny, and thoſe 
that were ſubject to it were Slaves. Dominion 


then is not ſo fit a Word (if you muſt needs have 


but one Word) to be made choice of to 2 
the 
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| „the Deity, as Holineſs or Goodneſs, 
0 Sede Aya, which are not capable of being miſin- 
600% N terpreted: And when tis ſaid by this 
1 1. Ate = Writer, That Dominion makes a God, 
zi. 2. ſome may think, it may more properly 
be applied to him, who is ſtiled the G 
of this World, who is Tyrannical, Imperious and Def- 
paric, than to the RUE Goo. 
Our learned Author proceeds, and diſtinguiſhes be- 
tween true Dominion, and felſe Dominion : Bur it will 
puzzle any Man of good Senſe, to render this Diſtincti- 
on pertinent or intelligible, after this Writer had ſaid, 
The Deity is God's Dominion, and Dominion makes a God; 
for here tis plain, he means the True God and True 
Dominion ; how comes he then in this Place, to bring 
in a Falſe God and a Falſe Dominion ? Bur this is of a 
Piece with thoſe ſtrange Words in the ſame Place, If the 
Dominion be Supreme, it makes a Supreme Gov, where 
this learned Kxzght ſeems ro me to lay open his Heart 
and Mind, and to tell the World what Cauſe he eſpou- 
ſes at this Day, viz. The very ſame which Dr. Clarke 
and Mr. 7/hiſton have publickly aſſerted. If I am not 
miſtaken (and I ſhould be loth to be fo, when I am in- 
terpreting the Words of ſo renowned a Writer) He 
lets us know here, that tis his Opinion, that there is a 
Supreme Go», (Summus Deus, which he mentions more 
than once) and he is made fo by the Supremacy of his 
Dominion, whilſt there are other Gods that are Inferior 
and Subordinate, they having a leſſer Dominion and Power: 
Who doubts that he means God the Father, by the Su- 
preme God, and that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are implied 
as Inferior God's? Thus I have ſer theſe, and rhe other 
Words of the Author in a true Light, as I conceive, fo 
that we may without help from his Optics, clearly ſee 
what he drives at in this Concluſion of his Book, and 
what Communication he holds with the Author of The 
Scripture Dod rine of the TINTI, and how ready he 
is to back his Opinions, tho? they run counter to the De- 
termination of the Catholic Church, and of our own Excel- 
lent Church in particular. I ſhall be infinitely glad to be 
convinced, that a Perſon, who makes ſuch a bright Figure 
in the Common- wealth of Learning, merits no ſuch 
Cenſure, | eg. 
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